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The spread of selection criteria as advertised for academic 
positions at Queensland Universities in 2007 
 
 
Lyn Alderman 
Queensland University of Technology, Brisbane, Australia 
lyn.alderman@qut.edu.au 
 
 
In Australia, the Higher Education sector is undergoing a period of change with increased 
focus on accountability and the quality of ‘teaching and learning’. It is in this context of 
change that my interest has been drawn to the study of how Universities attract academic 
staff across the Higher Education sector, making comparisons with methods used for research 
staff as against the United Kingdom (UK) model. 
 
In Australia there is no nationally accepted pre-employment requirement for academic staff to 
be examined by and registered with an appropriate professional teaching body or to meet 
some standard set of requirements. However there is anecdotal information of self-regulating 
arrangements for post-employment training for academic staff involved directly in teaching 
roles. This requirement is not standard and varies from just a few days through to the 
achievement of a teaching graduate certificate. As a result of the absence of established 
standards there is greater variation of the emphasis placed on the way each University selects 
academic staff for such a teaching role.  
 
The employment selection processes are generally kept private to an employer however it is 
general procedure to publish the Selection Criteria for advertised positions in national 
newspapers and on employer websites. Hence this general procedure presents an opportunity 
to explore the Higher Education sector during the advertisement phase of the selection 
process. 
 
This paper represents a cross-institutional review of pre-employment Selection Criteria by 
Universities in Queensland, Australia through the collection, collation and analysis of the 
Selection Criteria set out in nationally advertised academic positions.  
 
A database of the positions advertised from September-October 2007 was assembled to show 
the range of attributes and to compare positions by institution, category, tenure, and 
appointment. The text analysis of Selection Criteria will establish that they are a reasonable 
vehicle to establish a defacto self-regulating standard for the employment of academic staff in 
Queensland Universities though current practice indicates varying degrees of success. 
 
Higher Education, teaching, lecturer 
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Introduction 
“If it is to improve, any discipline must be able to analyse itself so that 
it can develop its strengths and diminish its weaknesses” (Gray, 
1984). 
 
Universities have long been  synonymous with observation and analysis of all forms of 
culture; the arts, learning or lore as it was called, research, sustained curiosity, refinement, 
best practice, wonderment, study of natural phenomena, study of behavioural patterns, poetry, 
prose, human advancement, scientific achievement and so on. 
 
Throughout the indefinable mix and melding of trace elements of any and all of the above 
there is the overriding desire for advancements to be promoted and promulgated by the 
passage of information from the knowledgeable to the following generation. 
 
The general term for this transfer is ‘teaching’. Thus Universities are the principal vehicle for 
the advancement of mankind which has been acknowledged from time immemorial to the 
present day. Over time, the need to encourage pure research, and to attract the most fertile 
minds to this pursuit, has led to the formalised analysis and arrangement of preferred qualities 
and interests of intending participants and suitable recruitment has seen continuing 
advancement. 
 
On the other hand the equally important realm of ‘teaching’ has been somewhat lessened by 
the addition of ‘learning’ to bring the term ‘teaching and learning’ into vogue, and 
consequently the blurring of the various factors which contribute to the effective and 
appropriate passing on of new and advanced ‘learning’ has resulted in the mishmash of 
advertised positions for appointment of lecturers within Australian Universities. 
 
Thus we enter the realms of Higher Education so to speak and attempt to analyse the recent 
past and present practice in an attempt to plot the ways for further advancement. My interest 
in Higher Education continues with my current dual roles as Higher Education Evaluation 
Coordinator at Queensland University of Technology, and as a doctoral research candidate at 
The University of Newcastle investigating how academic staff evaluate their diversified 
teaching practice.  
 
Within Australia there is a strong post-employment push for evaluation of teaching for Higher 
Education and this continues to draw my attention to the study of how Universities attract 
academic staff across the Higher Education sector, making comparisons with methods used 
for research staff as against the United Kingdom (UK) model which is functional in both 
realms. 
 
Further to the opening quotation, where Gray encourages analysis from within, I find that as a 
member of the Higher Education sector, as a member of academia, I am drawn to this 
conundrum and this paper is my analysis of the Higher Education sector employment 
Selection Criteria to put before you to encourage further thought and progress. 
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A changing sector 
In Australia, the Higher Education sector is undergoing a period of change with an increased 
focus on accountability and the quality of ‘teaching and learning’ (Department of Education 
Science and Training, 2006). There is also change in the academic workforce with a shift 
towards more mobile and independent patterns of employment (Coaldrake, 1999). Even the 
role of academic staff is changing with greater and more diverse requirements placed on their 
time (McInnes, 2000) within a more constrained financial environment (Coaldrake, 1999). 
During this period of change there is a strong national thrust for teaching and research in 
Higher Education to be on a more equal footing, rather than to focus on research at the 
perceived expense of teaching (Coaldrake, 1999).  
 
Government initiatives  
Over the past few years various government bodies have sponsored initiatives to attempt to 
balance the emphasis given research and teaching when assessing applicants for employment 
or promotion within academia. This seems to acknowledge that within promotion procedures, 
although research and teaching are found within Selection Criteria, applicants are required to 
present supporting evidence for each one (Drennan, 2001). It is the value placed on the 
evidence to support the study, endeavour and success in teaching does not seem to have the 
same level of credit and viewed in the same way as the rigour and checks surrounding the 
evidence supporting research. As a consequence research appears to continue to be the real 
discriminator for promotion. 
 
A significant driver for change came from Backing Australia’s Future (Department of 
Education Science and Training, 2004). From this report came two major national initiatives 
to improve the profile of teaching within the sector and to help drive a more balanced view.  
 
Firstly the Australian government established the National Learning and Teaching 
Performance Fund (NLTPF) (2006) and secondly The Carrick Institute for Learning and 
Teaching in Higher Education (Carrick) (2006). These initiatives are examples of perceived 
needs being supported through funding policy and with the formation of a national agency to 
fulfil this purpose.  
 
The national performance indicators for the NLTPF are currently under a staged review.  
In Stage 1 Carrick is involved in an initial project to review of how the quality of ‘teaching 
and learning’ is rewarded and recognised (Barrie, Ginns, & Symons, 2007; Chalmers, 2007; 
The Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education Ltd, 2008b).   
 
In Stage 2 eight Universities will participate in a pilot study in 2008 using a new set of 
‘teaching and learning’ performance indicators (The Carrick Institute for Learning and 
Teaching in Higher Education Ltd, 2008a) These include institutional climate and systems; 
diversity and inclusivity; assessment; engagement and learning community; with specific 
reference to academic staff (Chalmers, 2007, p80). Of particular interest for this study is the 
inclusion of ‘active staff recruitment’ and ‘relevant and appropriate teaching experience, 
qualifications and development’ under the dimensions listed above.  
 
In 2009 Stage 3 will see all institutions invited to participate and apply the new framework 
and Stage 4 is the shared use of data across the sector. This is an example of the value the 
government is placing on a national agency, Carrick, for self regulation through rigorous 
research and staged implementation. 
 
Draft Publication © Lyn Alderman 2008  15 
Critique of student feedback surveys as an evaluation tool  
The performance indicators used to benchmark Universities in Australia is dominated by lag 
and aggregate data collected through student feedback surveys. This in turn brings into the 
forefront questions surrounding the efficacy, validity and summative value of such surveys.  
 
A substantial body of literature has focused on the advantages and disadvantages of using 
student feedback to evaluate teaching in Higher Education (Richardson, 2005). One school of 
thought strongly supports student feedback as a formative tool, while another supports 
summative use for performance, promotion, awards and grants. This is further complicated by 
a variety of survey instruments and a wide range of practices for implementation (Richardson, 
2005), and so an already complex environment of evaluation of teaching is involved in 
ongoing review and debate within academia. 
 
These survey instruments collect feedback from graduating students four (4) months post 
completion and is managed by an independent agency, Graduate Careers Council of Australia 
(Graduate Careers Council of Australia, 2008b). In its original format the CEQ was designed 
as a formative tool to assist academic staff to evaluate their teaching (Ramsden, 1991) and 
after a review of the instrument the student feedback (Griffin, Coates, McInnes, & James, 
2003) is now applied in a summative manner as a performance indicator in the NLTPF 
(Department of Education Science and Training, 2006).   
 
Another development within the sector is the review of the performance indicators used to 
benchmark ‘teaching and learning’ in the NLTPF. The current indicators are dominated by the 
data collected through the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) and the Graduate 
Destination Survey (GDS) (Department of Education Science and Training, 2006).  
 
Academic teaching roles 
There is a further complicating factor in the ongoing division of emphasis given to the main 
roles of academic staff as teachers and researchers. Academic work can be seen as three 
separable areas (teaching, research and service) and these areas are considered among 
Selection Criteria for employment or promotion (Coaldrake, 2000b).  
 
In very many cases academic staff undertake a variety of post-employment roles as ‘teachers, 
researchers, assessors, administrators, professional leaders and public critics’. It is unknown 
whether these post-employment roles are reflected in the pre-employment Selection Criteria 
as advertised for academic staff involved in a teaching role. 
 
Of necessity employment procedures are most often closely guarded and  private to an 
employer; there is little information about these procedures from within academia (Eustace, 
1988). Although this places obvious restrictions on any detailed review of pre-employment 
selection procedures there is one phase that is publicly available: the advertising of positions 
to the public (Arvey & Renz, 1992). In the advertising phase vacant positions are published in 
newspapers and on employer websites and include information about the employer, role 
description, Selection Criteria, conditions of employment and salary (The Australian, 2006).  
 
Pre-employment regulation of teaching 
In Australia there is no national pre-employment requirement for academic staff to be 
examined by, and registered with, an appropriate professional teaching body or to meet a 
standard set of requirements. As a result of this absence of established standards there is 
greater attention given to the way each University attracts academic staff for a teaching role.  
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The Higher Education Academic National Accreditation Scheme in the United Kingdom 
(UK) is outstanding example of pre-employment registration for teaching experience and 
qualifications in the pre-employment requirement for academic staff to be employed for 
teaching roles in Universities. This model offers an example of national regulation of teaching 
standards in the Higher Education sector (Higher Education Academy, 2007).  
 
This scheme requires academic staff to register, or be eligible to register, with the national 
agency when applying for a teaching position at a UK University, which employment 
requirement is supported by “The UK Professional Standards Framework for teaching and 
supporting learning in Higher Education” (2006) and offers a framework for sector-owned 
standards.  
 
The framework is made up of three main areas:  areas of activity; core knowledge; and 
professional values and these areas are illustrated through standard descriptors. A further 
feature is the identification of groups of staff who would most likely fall within a descriptor. 
 
A second example in the field of teaching is the national rewards and recognition scheme for 
academic staff to celebrate teaching excellence established by Carrick. The purpose of this 
scheme is to promote ‘teaching and learning’ and to highlight exemplary practice. Each 
nominee is required to provide satisfactory evidence against essential standardised criteria 
(2006, p. 28) and is evaluated against  designated standards. 
 
A third example in the field of research, is the Australian Research Council (ARC) (2007) 
who clearly define roles and essential eligibility criteria for researchers during the selection 
process for funding grants.  
 
In order to become part of an ARC project each researcher must be deemed eligible against 
set criteria with a minimum prerequisite of a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) qualification. The 
project team is then reviewed against eligibility criteria with each individual criterion given a 
weighting to evaluate the researcher’s eligibility for a grant.  
 
The above examples demonstrate the use of Selection Criteria as a ‘standard’ where 
applicants fit themselves to meet and surpass the minimum requirements. It is worth noting 
that these three examples include ‘essential’ Selection Criteria and do not list any ‘desirable’ 
Selection Criteria. This restricts the variability in outcomes. 
 
Post-employment teacher training 
There are some examples where ongoing teaching training is a pre-employment agreement for 
post-employment training for academic staff in teaching positions. In my experience at three 
different Universities, academic staff were offered support to complete an award course in 
teaching in Higher Education at the graduate certificate level.  
 
Most Universities support academic staff to complete a formal qualification in Higher 
Education teacher training to a graduate certificate level.  
 
However in my experience the post-employment requirement for academic staff ranged from 
a two (2) day training course through to a graduate certificate with completion linked to 
probation requirements. The information about post-employment teacher training is not 
readily available in the public arena.  
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Formal qualifications in teaching 
The Higher Education sector is composed of autonomous institutions with individual course 
curricula accredited through an external national agency (Australian Universities Quality 
Agency, 2007) but as mentioned earlier have no formal system or arrangement for adequate 
teaching experience for academic staff engaged in a teaching role.  
 
This is significantly different to the primary, secondary and technical sectors in Australia. All 
three sectors have centralised curricula and require pre-employment education qualifications. 
Therefore in the Higher Education sector academic staff may be employed for a teaching role 
with no minimum requirements for registration or teaching qualifications or substantial 
experience in a difficult craft. 
 
Without formal teaching qualifications and experience this may lead academic staff to operate 
with “informal intrinsic theories of understanding” rather than the “formal theories of 
understanding" developed through formal study and scholarship of teaching (Reynolds, 1992).  
 
As shown in Figure 1, there are three domains: general subject, liberal arts; content; and 
general principles of ‘teaching and learning’ with the intersection being content-specific 
pedagogy  
 
 
Figure 1 Domains of Understanding 
 
The ‘general principles of teaching and learning’ are highly valuable to academic staff 
engaged in ‘teaching’ in the Higher Education sector (Reynolds, 1992). However these highly 
valued expectations for a competent teaching practitioner on a number of levels and across 
other educational sectors may not eventuate. The beneficial impact of formal study and 
training is supported by Gibbs and Coffee (2004) in Higher Education which other education 
sectors in Australia already mandate through pre-employment qualifications and/or 
registration. 
 
Although as previously mention there is a post-employment requirement for ‘teaching’ and 
‘assessor’ roles, it is uncertain whether these functions are among the Selection Criteria 
advertised, and how much weighting would be given during the selection to fill a particular 
vacancy. 
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The selection process 
For the advertisement phase of staff recruitment employers in general use a number of stages 
in the selection process to identify suitable applicants for employment.  
 
These stages are: position identification and description, public advertisement of the position, 
selection of interview panel, selection of applicants for interview, conduct of interview, and 
finally formal offer to an applicant for the position. The advertisement would contain a set of 
Selection Criteria to assist applicants to prepare their application. This ensures critical 
information is grouped under specific headings to assist in analysis.  
 
Hidden selection criteria 
There is anecdotal information of self-regulation of institutional practice that sets a standard 
through Selection Criteria. One example is where all applicants for a Senior Lecturer position 
are required to hold a Doctor of Philosophy. The Selection Criteria may not state this 
requirement quite so strongly but this is the practice. 
 
Another example is where a University has a policy to externally advertise all vacant 
positions with a non-disclosed requirement is to give priority to internal applicants. The 
investigation of hidden Selection Criteria is outside the scope of this study. 
 
The purpose of selection criteria 
Selection Criteria are generally made up of dot points or brief sentences under headings of 
‘essential’ and ‘desirable’ or simply under the heading ‘Selection Criteria’.  Applicants are 
required to provide information and/or evidence to meet each ‘essential’ criterion before 
moving to the next stage of the process. The ‘desirable’ criteria outline areas of interest but 
applicants are still encouraged to submit an application even when unable to meet one or 
more criterion. 
 
How Selection Criteria are used for recruitment may be twofold: one to find the best 
candidate before us; or two to establish what sort of person should apply (Eustace, 1988). For 
example the inclusion of ‘desirable criteria’ may offer an opportunity to filter the pool of 
applicants to identify the most suitable. Or on the other hand the exclusion of ‘desirable 
criteria’ may offer an opportunity to set a standard that all applicants need to meet at the 
application stage. Taking this last example further, an employer may use the same set of 
‘essential criteria’ at one level of employment to establish a self-regulation on pre-
employment requirements for applicants. 
 
The problem 
Thus a direct outcome from the non-existence of national regulation in the Higher Education 
sector in Australia, where there are no government, professional or national agency who set 
pre-employment requirements for academic staff engaged in teaching positions, the 
recruitment of suitable staff is much more onerous.  
 
This is not to suggest that there are no standards to be found within pre-employment Selection 
Criteria within individual Universities, just that this information has not been formalised and 
is not readily available for analysis.  
 
This paper sets out to investigate this notion by way of analysis of the absence of pre-
employment registration that may well pressure Universities to establish for themselves a 
system for self-regulation. This self-regulation may be attained through the adoption of a set 
of Selection Criteria for a minimum standard for academics engaged in a teaching role. This 
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paper will investigate this notion by way of analysis of public advertisements for academic 
positions in Higher Education in Australia. 
 
Research method 
Scope 
This paper presents a cross-institutional review of employment Selection Criteria by 
Universities in Australia through analysis of the Selection Criteria specified for nationally 
advertised academic positions.  
 
A database of the positions advertised from September-October 2007 will show the range of 
attributes presented and compare positions by institution, category, tenure, appointment. 
Additionally the text analysis of Selection Criteria will document the results and is one step 
towards a self regulating standard for the employment of academic staff in Australian 
Universities. 
 
Design 
Within the author’s doctoral project there are several sub projects that offer further methods to 
view employment in Higher Education in Australia; Stage 1 an extended quantitative study to 
review employment patterns of advertised positions for academic staff over a recent period 
(2006-2008); and Stage 2 a detailed qualitative study to review the Selection Criteria over a 
shorter period (September-October 2007); together with Stage 3 a mixed method case study to 
document and analyse how academic staff evaluate the diversification of their own teaching 
and teaching methods.  
 
This paper is the first of several to report findings on my overall doctoral study. This paper is 
to report Stage 1 the detailed qualitative study and will use document analysis to investigate 
the advertised positions for academic staff in the Higher Education sector in Australia.  
 
Data collection 
A previous study by Bradmore and Bedggood (2001) identified ‘The Australian’ newspaper 
as a source for a ‘comprehensive and representative spread’ of academic positions. Although 
the newspaper continues to provide a valid source of data for the extended study (University, 
category, broad field of study, level) it is not general practice to include the Selection Criteria 
within the detail of the advertisement. This level of information is usually available from 
position documentation stored in the employment section of the University website.  
 
Thus ‘The Australian’ newspaper and University websites within Australia are the primary 
source for this study. The detail collected includes institution, position title, and level of 
employment, tenure, appointment, day and month of publication. 
 
The Selection Criteria usually contain large drafts of text often split into two groups, 
‘essential’ and ‘desirable’. A database was established in ‘Microsoft Access’ with one record 
entered for each position at a single appointment level (senior lecturer). Where the position 
straddled several levels (lecturer/senior lecturer) the Selection Criteria were separated and two 
records were entered. 
 
Timeframe 
Analysis of early findings (January 2006 - July 2007) in Phase 1: the extended study, 
identified two peak employment periods for advertised academic positions: March-May and 
September-November. The advertised positions were representative of all Australian 
Universities, broad field of study, level of position and category (management, research, 
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lecturer, and teaching and learning). Therefore September-November 2007 was selected as the 
appropriate next available peak period to review the Selection Criteria for advertised positions 
in Higher Education. 
 
Data analysis 
The process of analysis in this study is to classify, count and compare the positions within the 
dataset to bring out themes and establish a baseline for immediate review and future 
comparison. ‘CEQuery’ Software, a software package designed to analyse student feedback in 
the tertiary sector, was used to analyse the dataset in two ways (Graduate Careers Council of 
Australia, 2008a). A pilot analysis involved running the data through the standard dictionary 
comprised of domains, sub domains and key terms that reflect a student perspective. This 
pilot provided an opportunity to establish the effectiveness of the software and dataset as they 
work together.  
 
The major analysis required preparation of a new set of domains, sub domains and key words 
developed from the text within the Selection Criteria. An important benefit of using this 
software is its potential for maturation of the dictionary and comparison or trend analysis for 
future datasets which will allow this study to be revisited. 
 
The domains were identified through the literature (Coaldrake, 2000a) as ‘teachers, 
researchers, assessors, administrators, professional leaders and public critics’. This will 
allow the pre-employment Selection Criteria to be categorised against the roles undertaken 
post-employment. Each domain was allocated the sub domains ‘experience’, ‘qualifications’, 
‘scholarship’ and ‘skills’. This general set of sub domains allows comparison between the 
domains. 
 
The dictionary key words were developed in three phases. Phase 1 an initial group of key 
words were identified through manual analysis of a representative sample of positions by 
University, level, and broad field of study. Phase 2: a more detailed set of key words were 
identified using the initial group and the text search feature of ‘CEQuery’. Phase 3: a series of 
random criteria were manually coded to a domain and sub domain and checked against the 
‘CEQuery’ results. The Selection Criteria dictionary was refined at the end of each stage. 
 
Outcomes 
The outcomes of this pilot study will be grouped under five headings: general profile; 
statistics; levels; domains; and sub domains Research and Teaching. 
 
General profile 
Within the pilot study the data dictionary was built using the ‘browse text’ function of 
CEQuery. This allows text mining using a search function and Boolean Expressions. For 
example teach\w* located the word ‘teach’ with nil or many extensions such as teach, 
teaching, teacher, and teachers. This means the dictionary is built from the text found within 
the dataset. Table 1 identifies where the data dictionary has hits (found text) for each domain 
and sub domain. 
 
Table 1 Selection Criteria within Domains and Sub Domains 
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In the pilot study reported in this paper a group of Universities from the state of Queensland 
were used. As shown in Table 2 nine (9) Universities where selected to develop and test the 
data dictionary using CEQuery software and establish basic reporting structure for the full 
study. During September to November 2007 a total of 217 academic positions were advertised 
in The Australian newspaper for the categories: Lecturer (85%), Research (12%), Teaching 
and Learning (1%) and Management (2%). 
 
Queensland University of Technology advertised the highest number of Lecturer positions but 
University of Queensland advertised the highest number of Research positions and highest 
total number of positions. 
Table 2 Pilot Queensland Universities 
 
 
Statistics 
As shown in Table 2 Pilot Queensland Universities there were a total of 217 sets of Selection 
Criteria. All 100% included ‘essential’ criteria and 60% included both ‘essential’ and 
‘desirable’ criteria. The number of criteria per advertisement ranged from 2 to 19 for 
‘essential’ and from 0 to 7 for ‘desirable’. The number of words per advertisement range from 
32 to 410 for ‘essential’ and from 5 to 87 for ‘desirable’.  
Domain Administrator Assessor Professional
Public 
Critic Research Teaching
Experience     
Qualifications    
Scholarship   
Skills  
Qld Universities Lecturer Research
Teaching & 
Learning Management Total
BOND 7 0 0 0 7
CQU 2 4 0 0 6
Griffith 30 5 1 0 36
JCU 30 1 0 0 31
QUT 45 1 0 1 47
SCU 15 0 0 1 16
UQ 39 14 1 0 54
USQ 8 0 0 0 8
USC 10 0 0 2 12
Total 186 25 2 4 217
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Table 3 Statistics for Selection Criteria 
 
 
Levels 
Within the four categories for employment in academic positions, Lecturer, Research, 
Teaching & Learning and Management, there were five levels from A to E as shown in Table 
4. The levels are used across all categories however the title used in Lecturer and Research are 
different. For example Level A within Lecturer is titled ‘associate lecturer’ however in 
Research the title is ‘postdoctoral fellow’. The common denominator is the salary scales and 
positions have been mapped to these to allow comparisons across the categories. 
 
Table 4 Positions by Level 
 
 
Domains 
As detailed within the methodology the domains were outlined in the literature as post 
employment roles undertaken by academic staff. Displays the percentage of hits for 
‘essential’ and ‘desirable’ criteria is listed against each domain and broken down into 
categories. For example there are no hits or text within the Selection Criteria that would 
match the public critic domain. In strong contrast there are the significant hits for the 
administrator, professional leader, research and teaching domains. 
 
Table 5 Essential and Desirable Criteria by Domain and Category 
 
 
Comments Essential Desirable
Total sets of criteria 217 130
Total words of criteria 29778 4508
Total lines of criteria 1918 391
Average words per advertisement 137 35
Average criteria per advertisement 11 7
Largest number words per advertisement 410 87
Smallest number words per advertisement 32 5
Largest criteria per advertisement 19 7
Smallest criteria per advertisement 2 0
Level Lecturer Research
Teaching & 
Learning Management Total
A 33 7 0 0 40
B 80 12 2 0 94
C 43 5 0 0 48
D 18 0 0 1 19
E 12 1 0 3 16
Total 186 25 2 4 217
All levels
Domain Lecturer Research
Teaching & 
Learning Management Lecturer Research
Teaching & 
Learning Management
Administrator 76.9 80.0 50.0 25.0 10.4 0.0 0.0 100.0
Assessor 7.5 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Professional Leader 47.3 72.0 100.0 75.0 34.9 30.0 50.0 0.0
Public Critic 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Research 93.0 92.0 50.0 50.0 39.6 45.0 0.0 100.0
Teaching 94.6 8.0 100.0 100.0 49.1 10.0 50.0 0.0
% of Essential Criteria % of Desirable Criteria
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Sub Domains: Research and Teaching  
The sub domain ‘research’ shown in Table 6 lists the percentage of ‘essential’ and ‘desirable’ 
hits again the sub domains: experience, qualifications, scholarship and skills. All results of 
50% and over are highlighted in bold text. 
 
Table 6 Essential and Desirable Criteria by Research Sub Domain 
 
 
The sub domain ‘teaching’ shown in Table 7 lists the percentage of essential and desirable 
hits again the sub domains: experience, qualifications, scholarship and skills. All results of 
50% and over are highlighted in bold text. 
 
Table 7 Essential and Desirable Criteria by Teaching Sub Domain 
 
 
‘Qualifications’ as a comparable sub domain 
One way to review the Selection Criteria to determine any trends or values placed is to look at 
a single aspect across all advertised positions. In this instance ‘qualifications’ has been 
identified as a general criteria found in every set of Selection Criteria. All results of 50% and 
over are highlighted in bold text. 
 
Table 8 lists the qualifications located within ‘essential’ and ‘desirable’ criteria. Even when 
including all categories together, there is a strong requirement for a ‘research’ qualification 
such as a Doctor of Philosophy or the Professional Doctorate with a specified 66% research 
component. In contrast is the inordinately low representation of the ‘teacher’ qualification at a 
Graduate Certificate level.  
 
Table 8 Qualifications within Selection Criteria 
 
 
Discussion 
In this pilot phase of the study the emphasis is on the functionality of the CEQuery Software 
as a tool to mine the text found with Selection Criteria in advertised academic positions and 
how Selection Criteria are used as a self-regulating mechanism to establish set requirements 
at the advertising phase of the employment process. 
 
Research
Domain Lecturer Research
Teaching & 
Learning Management Lecturer Research
Teaching & 
Learning Management
Experience 6.5 24.0 50.0 0.0 2.8 10.0 0.0 0.0
Qualifications 69.5 72.0 50.0 0.0 34.9 20.0 0.0 100.0
Scholarship 54.3 12.0 50.0 50.0 7.5 20.0 0.0 0.0
Skills 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% of Essential Criteria % of Desirable Criteria
Teaching
Domain Lecturer Research
Teaching & 
Learning Management Lecturer Research
Teaching & 
Learning Management
Experience 94.6 8.0 100.0 100.0 46.2 10.0 50.0 0.0
Qualifications 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 100.0
Scholarship 8.1 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Skills 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% of Essential Criteria % of Desirable Criteria
QLD advertised positions Essential % of Total Desirable % of Total
Doctor of Philosophy or Professional Doctorate 113 52.1 7 3.2
Graduate Certificate in Higher Education 1 0.5 3 1.4
Total 126 52.5 17 4.6
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Maturity of the data dictionary 
A major benefit of using the CEQuery Software is the ongoing development of the data 
dictionary. At the end of the pilot study the dictionary was developed to text mine the 
Selection Criteria to determine how to use the Software and whether the results would be 
valid, consistent and truly represent of the full text.  
 
In comparison with the Default Dictionary that is installed in the software, the Criteria 
Dictionary prepared for this study is quite simplistic and there are two reasons for this 
simplicity. Firstly, the Default Dictionary designed to text mine student feedback comments 
and with the myriad of phraseology and spellings that students use there is a very 
sophisticated level of text mining required to elicit themes within the text. In contrast, the 
Selection Criteria use quite stylised phraseology: for example the word team always refers to 
being able to work with other colleagues, and the phrase written and verbal always refers to 
communication. Another example is track record, this phrase is always used in association 
with publications and/or grant funding. As a result there is a smaller workload involved in the 
development of the Criteria Dictionary. 
 
The pilot study dataset is the Selection Criteria developed from Queensland Universities and 
this will be extended to all Australian Universities in the next paper which requires further 
development of the Criteria Dictionary to respond to a broader dataset. Within the domains 
the hit rate is reasonable and the spread across the domains is consistent with the manual 
coding process. Even so there is ongoing need to continue the development of the Criteria 
Dictionary at the sub domain level to ensure that all criteria are represented. 
 
Workload involved in application preparation 
There is substantial workload involved in preparing information and evidence against 
Selection Criteria advertised for any position. In the 3 month period from September to 
November 2007 there were a total of 2,309 lines of Essential and Desirable Selection Criteria 
and totalling 34,286 words. 
 
As an applicant who has recently been through the employment process in Higher Education, 
I would estimate that the preparation time required for each line of criteria would take about 
one (1) hour. This would translate into a workload of 2,309 hours, or 66 weeks at 35 hours per 
week, or just over 1 year and 3 months of time spent devoted to one component of an 
application if every advertisement attracted a single response. Although the time of one (1) 
hour is only an estimate it does offer an opportunity to put into perspective the heavy 
workload involved for applicants.  
 
It is unknown whether there is either a positive or negative impact on an applicant’s decision 
to complete an application from the number and complexity of Selection Criteria found within 
an advertised academic position. This may in fact be completely wasted time and effort where 
a University or Faculty already selected a suitable candidate acting in the position or have a 
requirement to give priority to internal applicants.  
 
Selection Criteria as a standard 
From the analysis of Selection Criteria it is evident that the CEQuery Software does provide 
detailed analysis through the domains and sub domains. This pilot study reveals that the 
domains administrator, professional leader, research and teaching each one has a strong 
influence within the Selection Criteria. Further, ‘research’ is also featured as a sub domain 
across all categories but is of major influence within research and teaching. 
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As far as setting a standard for the Selection Criteria, the ‘qualifications’ sub domain within 
research and teaching highlights the differences between these two roles. When comparing 
the two categories Lecturer and Research within the domains there is a significant difference 
between them.  
 
‘Qualifications’ as a sub domain across all domains is of significant value within the research 
domain whereas it is insignificant within the teacher domain. This shows that the practice in 
attracting academic staff to teaching roles in Queensland Universities continues to be 
dominated by research rather than a balance between research and teacher. 
 
Conclusions 
This pilot study substantiated the use of CEQuery Software for text mining of Selection 
Criteria for advertised positions in the Higher Education sector and there is evidence that 
Selection Criteria do offer opportunities for self-regulation.  
 
Also there is some ongoing developmental work required on the Criteria Dictionary to 
facilitate the Selection Criteria across all Universities in Australia.  
 
In conclusion this Software allows text mining to be represented numerically while retaining 
the wealth of qualitative data within the Selection Criteria for easy access and ongoing use. 
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